
State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

 

Disposition of Complaint 13-203 

Judge: James M. Mapp   

Complainant:  Joseph Valentine   

ORDER 

 The complainant alleged a municipal court judge improperly ruled in the 
absence of personal jurisdiction on a photo radar citation.  

Rule 1.1 of the Code of Judicial Conduct requires judges to comply with the 
law, and Rule 1.2 requires that judges “act at all times in a manner that promotes 
public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of the judiciary 
and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.”  Rule 2.2 requires 
judges to uphold and apply the law, and Comment 3 to this rule clarifies that while 
a “good faith error of fact or law does not violate this rule,” a judge who has engaged 
in “a pattern of legal error or [intentionally disregarded] the law” may be found to 
have committed ethical misconduct. 

Mr. Valentine, the complainant in this matter, received a traffic citation 
through the mail but was not personally served with the citation, as is required by 
law. When he called the court clerk’s office to make an inquiry about his case, the 
court treated his phone call to the clerk’s office as a waiver of the personal service 
requirement although there was no evidence that Mr. Valentine desired or intended 
to waive that requirement, and he did not meet any of the statutory requirements 
for such a waiver such as an appearance in court.  

As confirmed in Judge Mapp’s response, his court’s standing policy is not to 
abide by the statutory requirements for waiver. The commission takes no position 
on whether a telephonic appearance should be treated as complying with the 
statute’s allowance for a waiver through a court appearance, but there is no legal 
authority for treating a simple phone call to court staff as an effective waiver of 
personal service. 

After reviewing the complaint, the judge’s response, and related materials, 
the commission determined that clear and convincing evidence exists demonstrating 
that the judge engaged in a pattern of legal error and may also have intentionally 
disregarded the law. 







 

     

                    
                   
                    
                  

               
              

                 
              

                 

   

               
                
                  

                    
                  

                  
           

                
                  

                 
        

                    
                

               
                

                 
  

                
                 

                  
                 

                 
    

                  
                  

                     
          

                  
                 

                
                

               
               






























